RESEARCH ON RELIGION AND PREJUDICE IN GERMANY
In contrast to North America, there is less research on interreligious prejudice in Germany. One promising project is Heitmeyer's (2002) annual monitoring of group-focused enmity in Germany, which has recently completed its 10th round (Heitmeyer, 2011) and which has been expanded in 2008 to an investigation of group-focused enmity in Europe (Küpper & Zick, 2010; Zick, Küpper, & Hövermann, 2011) . Also, the factor religiosity has been considered in relation to group-focused enmity in Germany (Küpper, 2010; Küpper & Zick, 2005) and in Europe (Küpper & Zick, 2010; Zick, Küpper, & Hövermann, 2011) . Küpper (2010) demonstrated that religiosity in general has a small but significant promoting effect on prejudice. Likewise, from the European study, Zick, Küpper, and Hövermann (2011) reported evidence that "religious respondents are more likely to express prejudices than non-religious respondents" (pp. 148-149) , and Küpper and Zick (2010, p. 14, cf p. 66 ) noted that religious people "show more anti-Semitism and more negative attitudes towards Muslims." Taking a more differential approach and dividing their sample in 12 groups from "convinced non-religious" over "extrinsic" and "intrinsic religious" to "religious superiority believers," Küpper and Zick (2010) found that "superiority/exclusionary believers are remarkably intolerant towards all target groups" (p. 49). The differentiation of religiousness into such categories, which can help account for superiority and exclusivity of a specific way of being religious, is a promising step; it also reflects variations similar to those described in Allport's work.
PREJUDICE AND RELIGIOUS DEVELOPMENT
There is another line of research on interreligious prejudice with a focus on religious maturity and thus on religious development. The study by Leak and Finken (2011) reveals a considerable predictive effect of religious fundamentalism and religious openness on prejudice against Muslims. Also, the Faith Development Scale (FDS; Leak, 2008; Leak, Loucks, & Bowlin, 1999) has been used to assess the effects opposite to religious fundamentalism. Leak and Finken' s study demonstrates the efficiency of applying not only a measure of fundamentalism but also a measure of religious maturity for research on religious prejudice. Leak's FDS was also included in a study on prejudice against Muslims in Australia by James, Griffiths, and Pedersen (2011) . The authors found that low scorers on the FDS are high on prejudice against Muslims. The FDS emerged as stronger predictor for anti-Islamic prejudice than the Quest Scale, but the Religious Fundamentalism Scale (short version; Altemeyer & Hunsberger, 2004) exceeded the predictability of the FDS. Overall, using the FDS in research on religion and prejudice is a step forward because it introduces a perspective of religious development in research on prejudice. It falls short, however, when it is used as no more than another one-dimensional measure of (religious) openness. 1 Eventually, closer attention to the distinct profiling of Fowler's (1981) stages of faith-which have been advanced in a model of religious styles (Streib, 2001; Streib, Hood, & Klein, 2010 )-would have even more effect in predicting and explaining the promotion and prevention of prejudice.
RELIGIOUS SCHEMATA: A PROPOSAL FOR RESEARCH ON RELIGION AND INTERRELIGIOUS PREJUDICE
The ambivalence of religion to generate hostility, violence, terror, and war, on one hand, and peace, reconciliation, and understanding, on the other, to which we have referred to at the beginning of this introduction, necessitates that a model about the relation of religiosity to interreligious prejudice has to account for the positive and negative effects of religiosity. What version of religion, what kind of religious experiences and beliefs, and what pattern of religious-cognitive structures support, respectively, reduce, interreligious prejudice? The research reported in this text is based on the assumption that, besides particular religious content such as specific images of God, cognitive structural schemata may serve as predispositions for adolescent interreligious prejudice. An entire spectrum of specific schemata can be identified to be responsible for the genesis of prejudice and violence (cf. Streib, 2008) : the schemata of, for example, "an eye for an eye," "scapegoat" (Girard, 1987 (Girard, , 1998 , "diabolization," and a violence-related schema such as "exorcism." These schemata may work in association with others such as "dualism," which construes a black and white contradiction between one's own group or nation and the alien, and "de-individualization," which facilitates a disregard for individual uniqueness and therefore facilitates stereotyping others. The operation of such schemata may, in turn, be fueled by literal interpretations of ideological or sacred texts and teachings. This list of schemata with potential to foster interreligious prejudice largely corresponds to Altemeyer and Hunsbergers's (1992, 2005) account.
In the construction of the Religious Schema Scale (RSS; Streib et al., 2010) , which is used in this research, the schema of absolutistic, exclusivist, and literal understanding of one's own sacred texts has been operationalized in the subscale Truth of Texts and Teachings (ttt). Sample items are "What the texts and stories of my religion tell me is absolutely true and must not be changed" and "The stories and teachings of my religion give meaning to the experiences of my life and reveal the unchangeable truth about God or the Divine." This scale not only correlates considerably high with the Religious Fundamentalism Scale (r D .81 in German and .80 in U.S. samples; see Streib et al., 2009 ) but also can be expected to also tap into Allport's concept of ethnocentric religion.
The construction of the two other subscales of the RSS is a response to another problem of extant research on religiosity in relation to prejudice: the rather strong focus on the negative, "pathogenic" aspects and limited attention to positive-potentially "salutogenic"-factors. Positive opposites for interreligious prejudice are: the schema of tolerance and fairness, andbeyond tolerance-the schema of appreciation for the other as expressed by the concept of xenosophia, of wisdom in the encounter with the alien (Nakamura, 2000; Waldenfels, 1990 Waldenfels, , 1997 . Thus, to tap "appreciation of the other," a subscale of the RSS was constructed called Xenosophia/Inter-Religious Dialog (xenos). Sample items are "We need to look beyond the denominational and religious differences to find the ultimate reality" and "The truth I see in other world views leads me to reexamine my current views." This subscale clearly reflects Allport's notion of religiousness with a universalistic perspective. A third subscale of the RSS represents another schema that is opposed to interreligious prejudice and exclusivist absoluteness: Fairness, Tolerance and Rational Choice (ftr). Sample items are "It is important to understand others through a sympathetic understanding of their culture and religion" and "We should resolve differences in how people appear to each other through fair and just discussion." The ftr subscale shares with xenos the opposition to ttt but has its own profile of an "objectifying" and supposedly "neutral" approach focusing on justice and fairness.
HYPOTHESES
It is the general assumption for this research that the schemata that are represented in the RSS, along with other religiousness measures, are related to interreligious prejudice in adolescents.
More specifically, we hypothesize that (a) the subscale ttt of the RSS together with certain images of God such as God as judge and redeemer predicts interreligious prejudice, and that (b) both subscales of the RSS, ftr and xenos, predict disagreement with interreligious prejudice. These hypotheses were tested among a sample of German adolescents.
METHODS

Sample
The sample consisted of 340 adolescents who were 12 to 25 years old (M age D 18.6) when they filled out the online-questionnaire in spring and early summer of 2009. Of the participants, 97.6% report German citizenship; other citizenships are marginal. A majority (92.0%) belonged to a Christian denomination, 1.8% were affiliated with another religious organization, 6.2% were religiously unaffiliated, and a small group of Muslims was excluded from the analyses. 2 With 60.6% female participants, gender distribution was not equal, but acceptable. The proportion of adolescents, who still attended school, mostly middle or high school, was 57.4% (somewhat high for Germany). Of the respondents who did not attend school, 27.5% were in vocational training, 9.2% had not started vocational training, 9.2% completed vocational training, 50.0% attended college or university, and 3.5% had a M.A. degree or equivalent.
Instruments
The online questionnaire contained, besides basic demographic questions for sex, age, ethnic affiliation, and potential immigration background, detailed questions for education and vocational degrees. The religion section of the questionnaire asked for the self-identification of being "religious" and being "spiritual" on 5-point rating scales. The questionnaire also asked about 50 questions on specific religious experiences and beliefs. On the basis of these items, a series of scales were constructed; the following are used in this report: 3 image of God as helper (five items, Cronbach's˛D .92, sample item: "God is a friend in heaven"), image of God as judge and redeemer (nine items, Cronbach's˛D .88, sample items: "The blood of Jesus Christ resolves the relation between me and God," "God is a severe judge who does not allow trespasses"), and mystical experiences (four items, Cronbach's˛D .60, sample item: "I know experiences that all things in the world are connected in a miraculous and mysterious way").
Another instrument with focus on religion is the RSS (Streib et al., 2010) , which was previously introduced and conceptually explained. The RSS consists of three subscales of five items each (for original English items, see Streib et al., 2010 , the appendix; for German version, see Streib & Gennerich, 2011 ; sample items are quoted previously). Reliabilities of the three subscales in the current sample are Cronbach's˛D .88 for the subscale ttt, Cronbach's˛D .63 for ftr, and Cronbach's˛D .71 for xenos.
Interreligious prejudice (i.e., anti-Islamic and anti-Semitic prejudice) was assessed by scales of four items each, from which two in every scale are identical with items in Heitmeyer's (2002 Heitmeyer's ( , 2007 measures of group-focused enmity (sample item: "Muslims should be denied any immigration to Germany"), the other two are new items (sample item: "Judaism is a distortion of true religion;" "Islam is harmful for world peace"). The scales have reliabilities of Cronbach's˛D .82 for anti-Islamic prejudice and Cronbach's˛D .81 for anti-Semitic prejudice.
RESULTS
Correlations Between Religiosity, Images of God, Religious Schemata, and Interreligious Prejudice
As presented in Table 1 , the correlations between self-rated religiosity and the scales for mystical experiences and images of God are all significant and indicate strong coherence. The adolescents appear to associate in particular an image of God as helper with being "religious" (r D .74, p < .001). Furthermore, all of the measures for religiosity, religious experiences, and images of God, especially the image of God as judge and redeemer, have high correlations with the RSS schema ttt-which indicates that, for the adolescents in our sample, being "religious" is closely associated with an absolutist or even fundamentalist style. In contrast, the religious schemata of ftr and xenos are not significantly associated with religiosity, religious experience, and traditional images of God for these adolescents-with one exception: Between the image of God as judge and redeemer and xenos, there was a strong negative correlation (r D .42, p < .001). Correlations between the three religious schemata measured by the RSS are, as in previous research (Streib et al., 2009; Streib et al., 2010) , almost zero and nonsignificant between ttt and ftr, negative (r D .33, p < .001) between ttt and xenos, and positive between ftr and xenos (r D .32, p < .001).
As expected, the correlation between anti-Semitic and anti-Islamic prejudice was positive and considerable (r D .43, p < .001) but not high enough to suggest that they are basically the same. Anti-Islamic and anti-Semitic prejudice had no significant correlation with self-rated religiosity; religiosity-in-general did not seem to have a relation to interreligious prejudice. However, images of God correlated positively with anti-Islamic prejudice: This was true for the image of God as helper (r D .14, p D .011) but stronger with the image of God as judge and redeemer (r D .39, p < .001). Because the latter is associated with evangelical or Christian-fundamentalist beliefs, these results may indicate that evangelical and fundamentalist adolescents are especially inclined to agree with anti-Islamic statements. In contrast, the correlation of the image of God as judge and redeemer with anti-Semitic prejudice was lower (r D .16, p < .002), which indicates that evangelical and fundamentalist religiosity of adolescents supports anti-Semitic prejudice to a considerably lower degree than anti-Islamic prejudice.
As to the correlations between the religious schemata and interreligious prejudice, the strongest correlations emerged for the schema ftr, which correlated strongly and negatively with anti-Islamic prejudice (r D .39, p < .001) and anti-Semitic prejudice (r D .47, p < .001). The schema ttt correlated positively (r D .34, p < .001) with anti-Islamic prejudice and lower with anti-Semitic prejudice (r D .11, p < .036). This indicates that the literal, exclusivist, or absolutist truth claims about one's own religion have a positive relation with interreligious prejudice, in particular toward Islam. The lower association of ttt with anti-Semitic prejudice may be due to certain teachings, as we note in the Discussion. The third RSS schema, xenos, showed negative correlations with both anti-Islamic prejudice (r D .41, p < .001) and, much lower, with anti-Semitic prejudice (r D .16, p < .004). Taken together, all three RSS subscales, ttt, ftr, and xenos, had strong positive and negative correlations with anti-Islamic prejudice and, somewhat lower, with anti-Semitic prejudice. This indicates that the RSS is a strong predictor-the strongest we have in our data-for both interreligious prejudice variables.
Religiosity, Images of God, and Religious Schemata as Predictors for Interreligious Prejudice: Results of Regression Analyses
To assess the predictive effects of religiosity measures in relation to the RSS subscales for both variants of interreligious prejudice, we performed linear regression analyses and calculated two separate models for each dependent variable of interreligious prejudice: In Model 1, we entered, in a first step, the set of religiosity measures, religious self-identification, mystical experiences, and images of God, and in a second step the three RSS subscales. In a second model, the order of entry was reversed: In Step 1, we entered the three RSS subscales, in the second we entered the set of other religiosity measures. Of special interest are the R 2 changes between Model 1 and Model 2.
In the analysis with anti-Islamic prejudice as dependent variable (see Table 2 ), the difference in R 2 change (R 2 D .15 in Model 1; R 2 D .05 in Model 2) clearly indicated the superiority of the RSS subscales in accounting for the variance in anti-Islamic prejudice. With an adjusted R 2 of .29, the RSS subscales alone display considerable predictability. Self-rated religiosity Step 1 (p)
Step 2 (p)
Step 1 (p)
Step 2 (p) showed an inverse relationship with anti-Islamic prejudice (ˇD .22, p D .003)-a pattern that did not emerge in the correlation matrix-and its regression weight did not decrease when the RSS subscales were entered. Also, the image of God as judge and redeemer emerged as the strongest predictor (ˇD .54, p D .000) when entered with the set of religiosity measures without the RSS, but regression weight considerably decreased when the RSS subscales were entered. As Table 3 demonstrates, the analyses with anti-Semitic prejudice as dependent variable indicate a lower overall power of religiosity measures to explain variance in anti-Semitic prejudice (adjusted R 2 D .24). But again the difference in R 2 change (R 2 D .19 in Model 1; R 2 D .03 in Model 2) indicates the stronger effect of the RSS subscales in accounting for Step 1 (p)
Step 2 (p) the variance in anti-Semitic prejudice. Explanatory power is indicated for ftr only, the other two RSS subscales, ttt and xenos do not reach significance. 4 Thus we conclude that for ttt and xenos no significant effects on anti-Semitic prejudice are indicated, whereas ftr emerges as strongest predictor.
Analysis of Variance of Interreligious Prejudice Variables for Three Religious Schema Groups
For further analysis, three different groups were constructed on the basis of high agreement (fourth quartile on the respective subscale) on the three RSS subscales: Group A (n D 43) had high agreement with ttt, Group B (n D 53) had high agreement with ftr, and Group C (n D 64) had high agreement with xenos. With these groups included in an independent variable, an analysis of variance was performed with the z scores of anti-Islamic prejudice, anti-Semitic prejudice, and a compilation of both in a new variable called interreligious prejudice as dependent variables. Analyses indicate that the dependent variables were significantly affected: Anti-Islamic prejudice, F(2, 157) D 26.481, p < .001; anti-Semitic prejudice, F(2, 157) D 3.234, p < .008; the interreligious prejudice, F(2, 157) D 18.896, p < .001. Z-score mean differences are presented in Figure 1 . Post hoc tests (Scheffé's procedure) indicated that, for anti-Islamic prejudice and interreligious prejudice, the differences between Group A (high agreement on ttt) and Group B (high agreement on ftr), and between Group A (high agreement on ttt) and Group C (high agreement on xenos), were significant at the p < .001 level. For anti-Semitic prejudice, only the difference between Group A (high on ttt) and Group C (high on xenos) was significant (p D .009). All differences between Groups B (high on ftr) and C (high on xenos) were nonsignificant. Thus, with moderate or high agreement to the prejudice variables, Group A (high agreement on ttt) indicates a significant and strong contrast especially to Group C (high agreement with xenos).
Going in more detail, for anti-Islamic prejudice, analyses reveal the greatest mean difference of 1.35 (p Ä .001) between Group A (high on ttt) and Group C (high on xenos). The mean difference in anti-Islamic prejudice between Group A (high on ttt) and Group B (high on ftr) is with 1.22 (p < .001) only slightly lower. For anti-Semitic prejudice, a significant mean difference exists only between Group A (high on ttt) and C (high on xenos), and this difference is with .49 (p D .009) relatively small. For the combined variable, interreligious prejudice, mean differences are again high: Between Groups A (high on ttt) and C (high on xenos), interreligious prejudice drops by 1.16 (p < .001), and between Groups A (high on ttt) and B (high on ftr) by 1.00 (p < .001). Taken together, mean differences reveal a clear pattern.
DISCUSSION
The results of our analyses showed that religiosity has a considerable effect on interreligious prejudice. But differences between styles of religiousness call for attention. For example, for self-rated religiosity, our results indicate an almost zero correlation with anti-Islamic prejudice and a considerable negative regression weight on anti-Islamic prejudice. These results do not confirm accounts of a positive association between religiousness and interreligious prejudice such as the moderate but significant association reported by Küpper and Zick (2010; Zick, Küpper, & Hövermann, 2011) . Instead, our results suggest another explanation that is consistent with but also qualify Küpper and Zick's results. It is specific images of God, in particular the image of God as judge and redeemer, that promotes prejudice toward Muslims and Jews. Moreover, it is a specific religious style that is associated with the schema ttt, which predicts anti-Islamic prejudice. These results confirm, for the German adolescents in this study, the effects of the ethnocentric type of religion (Allport, 1954 (Allport, /1979 for generating interreligious prejudice.
Our data indicate a weaker promoting effect of an absolutistic and fundamentalist type of religion on anti-Semitic prejudice. This lower effect for anti-Semitic prejudice reflects Baum's (2009) findings. An explanation could be the counterweight of pro-Semitic beliefs among the vast majority of our Christian respondents, because even fundamentalist teachings do not include anti-Semitic content but rather strongly proclaim to honor the Jewish origin of Christianity.
Two of the religious schemata, xenos and ftr, showed the strongest inverse relationships with interreligious prejudice. There were differences between them, however. Both ftr and xenos emerged as strong negative predictors of anti-Islamic prejudice but only ftr showed this effect for anti-Semitic prejudice. This finding suggests reconsidering the relation between religiosity and prejudice-beyond the simple formulae "religiosity D prevention of prejudice" and "religion D promotion of prejudice." There is both a promoting effect of the absolutistic, exclusivist, and literal understanding of one's own religion, which is assessed by the ttt subscale and which reflects Allport's (1954 Allport's ( /1979 ) "religion of an ethnocentric order," and there is the preventive effect of specific religious styles that promote tolerance and readiness for dialog and learning in the encounter with the alien, which reflect Allport's (1954 Allport's ( /1979 ) "religion of a universalistic order."
To state this more fully: We claim to take up the tradition of Allport's conceptualization and operationalization of religiosity in regard to prejudice but conceptualize and operationalize religiosity in a different way, namely, in terms of religious styles and schemata, which in turn are derived from Fowler's model of faith development. And with the assessment of religiosity using the Religious Schema Scale, our research reveals an association of certain schemata of religion (subscale ttt) with higher prejudice, and of other religious schemata (subscales ftr and xenos) with lower prejudice. We regard this as a step forward, because a model of religious styles and schemata-with a perspective on religious development-may advance and deepen the psychological understanding of the relation of religion and prejudice. (And, vice versa, this is a successful step in reformulating Fowler's faith development project in the terms of psychological theory and research.)
That the assessment of religious schemata might open a perspective on religious development can be argued with respect to the analysis of variance findings that were presented in Figure 1 : Group A with high scores on ttt can be expected to prefer a mythic-literal (Fowler's, 1981, Stage 2) or instrumental-reciprocal religious style (Streib, 2001) , Group B with high scores on ftr can be expected to prefer the individuative-systemic religious style (which corresponds to Fowler's, 1981, Stage 4) , and Group C with high scores on xenos can be expected to prefer the conjunctive (Fowler's, 1981, Stage 5) or dialogical religious style (Streib, 2001) . Based on assumptions from the philosophy of religion, the model of religious styles (Streib, 2001) , not much different from Fowler's (1981) model of faith development, claims a developmental hierarchy: Xenosophic and dialogical attitudes toward (the religion of ) the other are regarded more advanced and developmentally higher than the retreat to absolutistic truth claims that is not open for alternative interpretations. Thus, if it is adequate to understand such differences in terms of a developmental hierarchy, Figure 1 indicates that anti-Islamic and anti-Semitic prejudice decline with progressing religious development. Insofar our results parallel the findings of James et al. (2011) and of Leak and Finken (2011) , but the RSS using three schemata allows for a more detailed account of religious development. Finally, results of our study indicate that, compared to other measures of religiosity, the RSS has greater power as predictor for both promotion and prevention of interreligious prejudice.
Our study certainly has limitations. The sample size is not representative to the adolescent population in Germany, better educated and religiously affiliated subjects are overrepresented; thus, our results may not adequately portrait lower educated and religiously unaffiliated adolescents. Given the small number of Islamic adolescents in our original sample that needed to be excluded from the analyses, our data unfortunately did not allow for any comparison of Christian/autochthonous and Muslim/allochthonous adolescents. Future research might include a larger sample of Muslim adolescents. Also from the results of our study, we cannot easily draw conclusion for the adult population. Finally, the instruments that we used for the assessment of interreligious prejudice are direct measures and thus vulnerable to the effects of social desirability in these sensitive research domains; a supplementation by indirect measures is recommended for future research.
However, one conclusion we may draw from our research: Although everyone in the psychology of religion should agree with Allport (1954 Allport ( /1979 ) that "we cannot speak sensibly of the relation between religion and prejudice without specifying the sort of religion we mean and the role it plays in the personal life" (p. 456), it may be time to differentiate further and attend to religious styles and schemata: Religious experiences and beliefs, but also specific structural cognitive schemata of religion, may promote interreligious prejudice, whereas other schemata may prevent hostility and promote xenophilia and xenosophia.
